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Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 4, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on March 
1 st , 2006 has been entered. 

Claims 1-30 represent a "Method and Apparatus for Intersystem Cut/Copy and Paste." 
Claims 1, 3, 12, 13, 15, 18, 20, 22, 26 and 28 were amended. Claims 2, 5, 6, 14, 19, 
23, 24 and 27 are canceled. Claims 1-30 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. On March 1 st , 2006, Applicant filed amendments and arguments requesting 
reconsideration and withdrawal of all outstanding rejections. Said arguments have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive. Applicant did endeavor to "clearly point out 
the patentable novelty which he or she thinks the claims present in view of the state of 
the art disclosed by the references cited or the objections made" as required by 37 CFR 
§ 1.1 1 1(c). However, the amendments do not avoid such references nor are the 
arguments persuasive as earlier stated. Furthermore, the arguments are moot in view of 
the new grounds of rejections. 



3. The dependent and non-amended claims stand rejected as articulated in the last 
Office Action and all objections not addressed in Applicant's response are herein 
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reiterated. Applicant is advised that only the significant amendments are herein 
addressed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1,4, 7, 8 and 12 directed to an apparatus and a method are rejected 
under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Petersen et al. (US 6,484,207) in view 
of Crutcher (US 5,964,834.) 

Petersen teaches a network data switch which includes a memory buffer to which 
information is copied from a computing system selected via the network data switch 
from two or more network devices coupled with the network data switch as a result of a 
first substantially predetermined event. (See abstract). 
Claim 1 : 

Referring to claim 1, Petersen substantially teaches an apparatus comprising: 
a switch-box, wherein the switch-box comprises a control, the control to copy 
information to a network cut-and-paste data-structure from a computing system selected 
via the switch-box from two or more computing systems coupled with the switch-box as 
a result of the control recognizing a first predetermined event. ( See Fig. 1 and col. 5, 
lines 23-25 , see also Fig. 4, storage control (412), retrieval control (438). buffer 3 
(430,)) 
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Petersen is silent as to "wherein the first computing system comprises a standard 
cut-and-copy buffer, wherein the execution of the first dedicated predetermined event 
causes the information to be associated with a user-id and to be copied to the network 
cut-and-paste data-structure and not to the standard cut-and-copy buffer of the first 
computing system, and wherein the information associated with the user-id is copied 
from the network cut-and-paste data-structure to a second computing system of the two 
or more computing systems as a result of the control recognizing the execution of the 
second dedicated predetermined event." 

However, Crutcher discloses a method and system for sharing data in a 
computer network having multiple processors enrolled therein. See Fig. 4 (110), col. 7, 
line 6-col. 8, line 65 and col. 10, lines 43-65. (a user input is interpreted as a first 
dedicated predetermined event. See Fig. 5(152); clipboard (110) is both the switch box 
which is external to the first computing system. See Fig. 4; as for the user-id see col. 7, 
lines 23-27 : "the source port number" is interpreted as the user-id; as for the second 
predetermined event see col. 8, lines 35-43: "the user defines a group" is interpreted as 
the second predetermined event; as for the control recognizing the execution of the 
second dedicated predetermined event see col. 8, lines 50-65: "monitoring the UDP 
port" is interpreted as the control.) 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the switching system taught by Petersen with the 
method and system for sharing data in a computer network having multiple processors 
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disclosed by Crutcher because such system would automatically share data among 
clipboards of multiple workstations, without the time consuming user operations. 
Claim 4 : 

Referring to claim 4, Petersen teaches the apparatus of claim 3 further 
comprising a timer employed, at least in part, to recognize the first and second 
keystroke sequences. 

A clock and timer are inherent parts of a computer; therefore, claim 4 is rejected. 
Claim 7 : 

Referring to claim 7, Petersen teaches the apparatus of claim 1 , wherein the two 
or more computing systems are coupled with the switch-box via a data transfer coupling 
(See Fig. 1 (110)) and a set of interface device couplings. (See Fig. 1 (118)). 
Claim 8 : 

Referring to claim 8, Petersen teaches the apparatus of claim 7, wherein the data 
transfer coupling comprises a parallel interface. (See col. 1, lines 48-50). 
Claim 12 : 

Petersen substantially teaches a method comprising: 
copying information from one of at least two or more computing systems a 
network cut-and-paste data-structure, a switch-box being accessible by the two or more 
computing systems, the copying occurring as a result of a control in the switch-box 
recognizing a predetermined event, ( See Fig.1 and col. 5, lines 23-25 , see also Fig. 4, 
storage control (412), retrieval control (438), buffer 3 (430. )) 

Petersen is silent about "wherein the first computing system comprises a 
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standard cut-and-copy buffer, wherein the execution of the first dedicated 
predetermined event causes the information to be associated with a user-id and to be 
copied to network cut-and-paste data-structure and not to the standard cut-and-copy 
buffer of the first computing system; and 

"copying the information associated with the user-id in the network cut-and-paste 
data-structure to a second computing system of the two or more computing systems as 
a result of the control recognizing the execution of the second dedicated predetermined 
event." 

However, Crutcher discloses a method and system for sharing data in a 
computer network having multiple processors enrolled therein. See Fig. 4 (110), col. 7, 
line 6-col. 8, line 65 and col. 10, lines 43-65. (a user input is interpreted as a first 
dedicated predetermined event. See Fig. 5(152); clipboard (110) is both the switch box 
and network cut-and-paste data-structure. See Fig. 4; as for the user-id see col. 7, lines 
23-27 : "the source port number" is interpreted as the user-id; as for the second 
predetermined event see col. 8, lines 35-43: "the user defines a group" is interpreted as 
the second predetermined event; as for the control recognizing the execution of the 
second dedicated predetermined event see col. 8, lines 50-65: "monitoring the UDP 
port" is interpreted as the control.) 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the switching system taught by Petersen with the 
method and system for sharing data in a computer network having multiple processors 
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disclosed by Crutcher because such system would automatically share data among 

clipboards of multiple workstations, without the time consuming user operations. 

6. Claims 3, 13 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 

over Petersen et al. (US '207) in view of Crutcher (US '834) in further view of D'Arlach 

et al. (US 6.026,433.) 

Claim 3 : 

Referring to claim 3, it recites the apparatus of claim 1 , wherein the first and 
second substantially predetermined events are substantially predetermined respective 
first and second keystroke sequences. 

Peterson and Crutcher teach first and second substantially predetermined 
events. Peterson is silent about keystroke sequences as the respective first and second 
events. 

However, D'Arlach teaches a method of editing a web site in a client-server 
environment. (See col. 5, lines 26-27 and lines 52-55). (A user first selects a template 
by using a keyboard and then the user submits changes again by using the keyboard.) 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the predetermined events taught by Petersen with 
editing a web site in a network environment as disclosed by D'Arlach. Such a system 
would allow a user to perform editing functions remotely. 
Claim 13 : 

Referring to claim 13, it recites the method of claim 12, wherein copying 
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information to the network cut-and-paste data-structure is accomplished by employing 
the standard cut-and-paste buffer of the one of at least two or more computing systems. 

Peterson fails to suggest employing a standard cut-and-paste buffer of the one of 
at least two or more computing systems. Crutcher discloses a method and system for 
sharing data in a computer network having multiple processors enrolled therein. See 
Fig. 4 (110), col. 7, line 38-61 and col. 10, lines 43-65. (a user input is interpreted as a 
first dedicated predetermined event. See Fig. 5(152); clipboard (110) is both the switch 
box and the network cut-and-paste data-structure. See Fig. 4.) However, D'Arlach 
specifically teaches this limitation at col. 6, lines 21-43. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the switching system taught by Petersen with the system 
disclosed by D'Arlach. Such a system would allow a user to perform editing functions 
remotely. 
Claim 15 : 

Referring to claim 15, it recites the method of claim 12, wherein the first and 
second substantially predetermined events comprise substantially predetermined, 
substantially time-limited respective first and second keystroke sequences. 

Peterson teaches first and second substantially predetermined events. Neither 
Peterson nor Crutcher teaches about keystroke sequences as the respective first and 
second events. 

However, D'Arlach teaches a method of editing a web site in a client-server 
environment. (See col. 5, lines 26-27 and lines 52-55). (A user first selects a template 
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by using a keyboard and then the user submits changes again by using the keyboard.) 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the predetermined events taught by Petersen with 
editing a web site in a network environment as disclosed by D'Arlach. Such a system 
would allow a user to perform editing functions remotely. 

7. Claims 16-18, 20-22, 25-26 and 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 5103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Petersen et al. (U.S. 6,484,207) in view of Crutcher (US 
5,964,834) in further view of D'Arlach et al. (US 6,026,433.) 
Claim 16: 

Referring to claims 16, Peterson substantially teaches the method of claim 15 as 
discussed sbove. Petersen is silent about "wherein the first and second keystroke 
sequences are keystroke sequences defined by respective operating systems of the 
one of the more computing systems and the another computing system of the two or 
more computing systems for accessing standard cut-and-paste buffers employed by 
those systems." 

However, Crutcher discloses a method and system for sharing data in a 
computer network having multiple processors enrolled therein. See Fig. 4 (110), col. 7, 
line 38-61 and col. 10, lines 43-65. (a user input is interpreted as a first dedicated 
predetermined event. See Fig. 5(152); clipboard (110) is both the switch box and the 
memory buffer which is external to the first computing system. See Fig. 4.) 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the switching system taught by Petersen with the 
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method and system for sharing data in a computer network having multiple processors 
disclosed by Crutcher because such system would automatically share data among 
clipboards of multiple workstations, without the time consuming user operations. 

Neither Peterson nor Crutcher specifically addresses the keystroke sequences 
as the respective first and second events. 

However, D'Arlach teaches a method of editing a web site in a client-server 
environment. (See col. 5, lines 26-27 and lines 52-55). (A user first selects a template 
by using a keyboard and then the user submits changes again by using the keyboard.) 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the predetermined events taught by Petersen and the 
method and system for sharing data in a computer network taught by Crutcher with 
editing a web site in a network environment as disclosed by D'Arlach. Such a system 
would allow a user to perform editing functions remotely. 
Claim 17 

Peterson substantially teaches the method of claim 12 as discussed above. 

Petersen is silent about "wherein the first and second keystroke sequences are 
substantially dedicated keystroke sequences for copying information to and from the 
external buffer." 

However, Crutcher discloses a method and system for sharing data in a 
computer network having multiple processors enrolled therein. See Fig. 4 (110), col. 7, 
line 38-61 and col. 10, lines 43-65. (a user input is interpreted as a first dedicated 
predetermined event. See Fig. 5(152); clipboard (1 10) is both the switch box and the 
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memory buffer which is external to the first computing system. See Fig. 4.) 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the switching system taught by Petersen with the 
method and system for sharing data in a computer network having multiple processors 
disclosed by Crutcher because such system would automatically share data among 
clipboards of multiple workstations, without the time consuming user operations. 

Neither Peterson nor Crutcher specifically addresses the keystroke sequences 
as the respective first and second events. 

However, D'Arlach teaches a method of editing a web site in a client-server 
environment. (See col. 5, lines 26-27 and lines 52-55). (A user first selects a template 
by using a keyboard and then the user submits changes again by using the keyboard 
corresponding to the first and second keystroke sequences as substantially dedicated 
keystroke sequences.) 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the predetermined events taught by Petersen and the 
method and system for sharing data in a computer network having multiple processors 
disclosed by Crutcher with editing a web site in a network environment as disclosed by 
D'Arlach. Such a system would allow a user to perform editing functions remotely. 
Claim 18: 

Petersen substantially teaches a method comprising: 
determining by a control in a switch-box that a first dedicated predetermined 
event has been generated by a user at a first computing system, wherein the user has 



Application/Control Number: 09/823,215 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2157 

an associated user-id and wherein the first computing system comprises a standard cut- 
and-copy buffer; 

copying information from the first computing system to a network cut-and-paste 
data-structure as a result of the first dedicated predetermined event; wherein the first 
dedicated predetermined event is an indication to copy the information to the network 
cut-and-paste data-structure and not to the standard cut-and-copy buffer of the first 
computing system. Petersen prominently teaches a memory buffer in conjunction with a 
switch-box. ( See Fig.1 and col. 5, lines 14-25 , see also Fig. 4, storage control (412), 
retrieval control (438), buffer 3 (430. )) 

Petersen does not specifically teach a first computing system comprising a 
standard cut-and-copy buffer; determining by the control that a second dedicated 
predetermined event has been generated by the user at a second computing system; and 
searching the network cut-and-paste data structure as a result of the second dedicated 
predetermined event, wherein the execution of the second dedicated predetermined 
event causes the information with the associated user-id to be copied from the network 
cut-and-paste data-structure to the second computing system. 

However, Crutcher discloses a method and system for sharing data in a 
computer network having multiple processors enrolled therein. See Fig. 4 (110), col. 7, 
line 6-col. 8, line 65 and col. 10, lines 43-65. (a user input is interpreted as a first 
dedicated predetermined event. See Fig. 5(152); clipboard (110) is both the switch box 
and network cut-and-paste data-structure, which is external to the first computing 
system. See Fig. 4; as for the user-id see col. 7, lines 23-27: "the source port number" is 
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interpreted as the user-id; as for the second predetermined event see col. 8, lines 35- 
43: "the user defines a group" is interpreted as the second predetermined event; as for 
the control recognizing the execution of the second dedicated predetermined event see 
col. 8, lines 50-65: "monitoring the UDP port" is interpreted as the control.) 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the switching system taught by Petersen with the 
method and system for sharing data in a computer network having multiple processors 
disclosed by Crutcher because such system would automatically share data among 
clipboards of multiple workstations, without the time consuming user operations. 

Neither Petersen nor Grutcher discloses associating the copied information with 
the associated user-id in the network cut-and-paste data-structure. However, D'Arlach 
teaches such limitations. (See col. 3, line 64 to col. 5, line 5.) 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the switching system taught by Petersen and the system 
taught by Crutcher with the copying system disclosed by D'Arlach because it would 
allow a user to perform editing functions remotely by providing access to the Internet. 
Claim 20 : 

Referring to claim 20, both Petersen and Crutcher are silent about the method of 
claim 18. However, D'Arlach teaches wherein determining that the network copy 
request was generated comprises recognizing a first substantially predetermined, 
substantially time-limited event. (See col. 11, lines 36-37). Hence, it would have been 
obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the 
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switching system taught by Petersen and the system taught by Crutcher with the 
copying system disclosed by D'Arlach because it would allow a user to perform editing 
functions remotely by providing access to the Internet 
Claim 21 : 

Referring to claim 21, both Petersen and Crutcher are silent about the method of 
claim 20. However, D'Arlach teaches wherein determining that the network paste 
request has been generated comprises recognizing a second substantially 
predetermined, substantially time-limited event. (See col. 5, lines 52-54). Hence, it 
would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of ordinary skill in 
the art to use the switching system taught by Petersen and the system taught by 
Crutcher with the copying system disclosed by D'Arlach because it would allow a user 
to perform editing functions remotely by providing access to the Internet 
Claim 22: 

Referring to claim 22, both Petersen and Crutcher are silent about the method of 
claim 21 . However, D'Arlach teaches wherein the first and second substantially 
predetermined, substantially time-limited events comprise respective first and second 
keystroke sequences. (See col. 5, lines 26-27 and lines 52-55). (A user first selects a 
template by using a keyboard and then the user submits changes again by using the 
keyboard). Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan 
of ordinary skill in the art to use the switching system taught by Petersen and the 
system taught by Crutcher with the copying system disclosed by D'Arlach because it 
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would allow a user to perform editing functions remotely by providing access to the 

Internet 

Claim 25 : 

Referring to claim 25, both Petersen and Crutcher are silent about the method of 
claim 18. However, D'Arlach teaches wherein copying information comprises employing 
a standard cut-and-paste buffer for an operating system of the first computing system. 
(See col. 5, lines 47-52). Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention 
for an artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the switching system taught by Petersen 
and the system taught by Crutcher with the copying system disclosed by D'Arlach 
because it would allow a user to perform editing functions remotely by providing access 
to the Internet 
Claim 26: 

Petersen substantially teaches a memory buffer in conjunction with a switch-box. 
See Fig.1 and col. 5, lines 14-25 , see also Fig. 4, storage control (412), retrieval control 
(438), buffer 3 (430. )) Petersen does not specifically teach a first computing system 
comprising a standard cut-and-copy buffer; associating the copied information with the 
associated user-id in the network cut-and-paste data-structure; determining by the 
control that a second dedicated predetermined event has been generated by the user at 
a second computing system; searching the network cut-and-paste data structure as a 
result of the second dedicated predetermined event, wherein the execution of the 
second dedicated predetermined event causes the information with the associated user- 
id to be copied from the network cut-and-paste data-structure to the second computing 
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system. However, Crutcher discloses a method and system for sharing data in a 
computer network having multiple processors enrolled therein. See Fig. 4 (110), col. 7, 
line 6-col. 8, line 65 and col. 10, lines 43-65. (a user input is interpreted as a first 
dedicated predetermined event. See Fig. 5(152); clipboard (110) is both the switch box 
and network cut-and-paste data-structure, which is external to the first computing 
system. See Fig. 4; as for the user-id see col. 7, lines 23-27: "the source port number" is 
interpreted as the user-id; as for the second predetermined event see col. 8, lines 35- 
43: "the user defines a group" is interpreted as the second predetermined event; as for 
the control recognizing the execution of the second dedicated predetermined event see 
col. 8, lines 50-65: "monitoring the UDP port" is interpreted as the control.) 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the switching system taught by Petersen with the 
method and system for sharing data in a computer network having multiple processors 
disclosed by Crutcher because such system would automatically share data among 
clipboards of multiple workstations, without the time consuming user operations, an 
Neither Petersen nor Crutcher specifically teaches an article comprising: a storage 
medium having a plurality of machine-readable instructions, wherein when the 
instructions are executed by a computing system, the instructions provide for 

determining by a control in a switch-box that a first dedicated predetermined 
event has been generated by a user at a first computing system, wherein the user has 
an associated user-id and wherein the first computing system comprises a standard cut- 
and-copy buffer; 
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copying information from the first computing system to a network cut-and-paste 
data-structure and not to the standard cut-and-copy buffer of the first computing 
system as a result of the execution of the first dedicated predetermined event; and 
associating the copied information with the associated user-id in the network cut-and- 
paste data-structure. However, D'Arlach expressly discloses said limitations. (See col. 
3, line 64 to col. 5, line 5.) 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the switching system taught by Petersen and the system 
disclosed by Crutcher with the copying system disclosed by D'Arlach because it would 
allow a user to perform editing functions remotely by providing access to the Internet. 
Claim 28 

Petersen substantially teaches the article of claim 26 as discussed above. 
Petersen is silent about wherein determining that the first dedicated predetermined 
event was generated comprises recognizing a first predetermined, time-limited event 
and determining that the first dedicated predetermined event was generated comprises 
recognizing a second predetermined time-limited event. Crutcher discloses a method 
and system for sharing data in a computer network having multiple processors enrolled 
therein. See Fig. 4 (110), col. 7, line 6-col. 8, line 65 and col. 10, lines 43-65. (a user 
input is interpreted as a first dedicated predetermined time-limited event. See Fig. 5 
(152); as for the second predetermined event see col. 8, lines 35-43: "the user defines a 
group" is interpreted as the second predetermined time-limited event.) However, 
D'Arlach discloses said limitations. (See col. 3, line 64 to col. 5, line 5.) Hence, it would 
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have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of ordinary skill in the art to 
use the switching system taught by Petersen and the system disclosed by Crutcher with 
the copying system disclosed by D'Arlach because it would allow a user to perform 
editing functions remotely by providing access to the Internet. 
Claim 29 

Petersesn substantially teaches the article of claim 26 as discussed above. 
Petersen does not specifically teach "wherein the network cut-and-paste data structure 
comprises an array including a user-id data-field and an information-field". However, 

Crutcher discloses a method and system for sharing data in a computer network 
having multiple processors enrolled therein. See Fig. 4 (110), col. 7, line 6-col. 8, line 65 
and col. 10, lines 43-65. (clipboard (110) is both the switch box and network cut-and- 
paste data-structure, see also col. 7, lines 23-27) 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the switching system taught by Petersen with the 
method and system for sharing data in a computer network having multiple processors 
disclosed by Crutcher because such system would automatically share data among 
clipboards of multiple workstations, without the time consuming user operations. 
Claim 30 

D'Arlach substantially teaches the article of claim 29 as discussed above. 
D'Arlach does not specifically teach "wherein associating the user-id with the copied 
information comprises copying the user-id to a user-id data field for a specific one array 
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entry and copying the information to a corresponding information data-field for the 
specific one array entry." 

This claim is objected to for depending upon a rejected claim. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Emmanuel Coffy whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3997. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 5:00 P.M. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on (571 ) 272-3997. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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